There has been much debate about university research assessment exercises. In the UK, a major element of the 2014 Research Excellence Framework (REF2014) has been the research 'Environment'. Here we analyse 98 REF2014 'Environment' submissions in Business and Management Studies. We explore whether there are distinctive languagerelated differences between submissions of high and low ranked universities, and conclude that submission writers have a strong incentive to exaggerate strengths and conceal problems. In addition, innate biases such as the 'halo' and 'velcro' effects may distract the attention of assessors from a submission's strengths and weaknesses, since they are likely to influence their pre-existing impressions. We propose several changes to improve how 'Environment' is evaluated. We also argue that the research 'Environment' would be more likely to be enhanced if the number of outputs submitted in future were an average of two and a maximum of four per academic, rather than the maximum of six currently being considered.
Introduction
Linking research funding to evaluations of the perceived quality of research reflects embrace of a 'New Public Management' (NPM) mentality by higher education policy makers (Craig et al., 2014) . NPM assumes that the promotion of markets, managers and measurement improves performance in the public sector (Ferlie et al., 1996) . In the higher education sector, the NPM approach assumes that the quality of research can be quantified and measured accurately. We subject this assumption to critical inquiry by focusing on submissions regarding (research) 'Environment' that were made in the UK's Research Evaluation Framework in 2014 (REF2014).
The need for such analysis arises from the growing complexity and costs imposed by successive research assessment exercises. REF2014 was estimated to cost £250 million (Times Higher Education, 2015) . Thirty-six expert panels completed peer reviews in their respective 'Unit of Assessment' (UoA) of submissions regarding 'Outputs' (65%), 'Impact' (20%), and 'Environment' (15%).
We focus on the language used in the 'Environment' element of REF2014 in submissions to UoA19, Business and Management Studies [B&M] . Although the 'Impact' component of REF2014 has been subjected to detailed scholarly scrutiny (Manville et al. 2015; Derrick and Samuel, 2016; Kellard and Sliwa, 2016) , the 'Environment' element has not. Here wWe explore how research 'Environment' submissions extolled virtues, minimised difficulties, inflated performance outcomes, and crafted what their authors hoped was a compelling story.
Our analysis supports emerging critiques of research assessment exercises for inaccurately measuring quality, costs and effects. Those critiques have also explored how assessment exercises might be improved (Saunders et al. 2011; Linkova, 2014; Mingers and White, 2015; Geuna and Piolatto, 2016) .
We were motivated to conduct the present study by three factors. First, was the disturbing conclusion of assessor bias by Taylor (2011, p.211 ) with respect to the Research Assessment Exercise [RAE] 2008 for 'Research environment and esteem' in UoAs for Accounting and Finance, Business and Management, and Economics and Econometrics. 1 We were curious to explore whether the same alleged bias persisted in the REF2014 assessment of 'Environment.'
Our curiosity was piqued by knowledge that 12 of the 17 academic assessors for RAE 2008
were among the 24 academic assessors in B&M for REF2014.
Second, a Higher Education Funding Council for England (HECFE) report expressed concerns that '…the narrative elements [of REF2014 submissions] were hard to assess, with difficulties in separating quality in research environment from quality in writing about it' (Wilsdon et al., 2015. p.129) . This concern was reiterated forcefully in the consultation document on the next UK REF exercise (HEFCE, 2016, note 112) .
A third motivator was the extent to which quantified metrics appeared to influence REF2014 B&M 'Environment' scores. We performed a multivariate regression (OLS) analysis, similar to that of Taylor (2011) , with the 'Environment' GPA score as the dependent variable. Like Taylor, our explanatory variables included size (Full Time Equivalent [FTE] staff submitted), research income per FTE, number of postgraduate research degree [PGR] completions per FTE. We also inserted dummy variables to control for whether the HEI was a member of the Russell Group of Universities (designated as 'Russell'), or had an assessor ('Assessor') on the panel.
Consistent with Taylor (2011) , we found that PGR completions had no significant effect on GPA scores (see Appendix, Model 1). The model of best fit (Appendix, Model 2) revealed no evidence of multicollinearity. This model included FTEs submitted, research income per FTE, Russell, and Assessor. Our findings mirror Taylor's, inasmuch as both Income per FTE and FTE submitted were highly significant (1% level), but diverged in terms of the membership dummies. In RAE2008, Taylor (2011) found the effects of Russell Group membership was also highly significant (1% level) and generated a GPA premium of 0.43 points. This led him to speculate that such universities may have benefited from 'a "halo effect" independent of their recent research activity' (p.214). Our research indicates that Russell Group membership was less important and the GPA premium considerably less (0.21 points) in REF2014. In contrast,
while Taylor (2011, p.211) This question has important implications. If assessment ratings are associated positively with narrative, this should invite re-thinking of whether to include 'Environment' submissions (in their current form) in future research assessment exercises.
We begin by noting the strong parallels between university impression management (exercised through 'Environment' submissions) and methods of corporate reputation building through language use. We then explain our research method, before discussing results. We conclude that strong consideration should be given to re-thinking how 'Environment' is assessed in the future and offer some policy recommendations to help promote debate.
Impression management and language choice
The relationship between language choice and corporate reputation has been explored extensively in marketing and business management (e.g., Amernic and Craig, 2007; Geppert and Lawrence, 2008) . Impression management theory explains that text can be manipulated deliberately by techniques that include making the reading difficult, cultivating an optimistic tone, and using a complex physical layout. Manipulation can be for positive or negative rhetorical purpose (Cho et al., 2010) . However, the relationship between language choice and reputation has been ignored in analyses of REF2014 and RAE submissions. Debate about the accountability of public institutions has elicited concerns about image management by HEIs (Stein, 1990) . In the UK, pressures to manage institutional image have been intensified by the proliferation of performance league tables. The management of institutional image has become critical to 'the competitiveness of HEI' (Duarte et al., 2010, p.21) . Similar trends are evident elsewhere (Slaughter and Rhoades, 2009; Côté and Allahar, 2011) . Universities aim to present a 'polished, unified media image' (Brass and Rowe (2009, p.53 ; see also Wernick, 2006) . In doing so, they are alleged to exaggerate employment prospects, academic quality, and the pleasures of university social life (Duarte et al., 2010; Matherly, 2012) . In the UK, they project desirable images by promoting their membership of university 'mission groups'. The Russell Group, for example, has positioned itself in the public psyche as encompassing the research elite in the UK by claiming to represent 24 'research intensive world-class universities'
(http://www.russellgroup.ac.uk/about/our-universities/). This gives its members considerable reputational cache. When results of REF2014 were announced, many university websites presented their results in the most positive light possible, consistent with the view that business schools are forced 'to play a game of illusion, to choose to misrepresent themselves' (Roper and Davies, 2007, p.76) . More recently, for example, the University of Reading was 'forced to withdraw its assertion that it was in the top 1% of institutions globally' following complaints made to the Advertising Standards Authority, in April 2017 (The Guardian, June 8 2017) 3 .
Wittingly or otherwise, universities may be seeking to use impression management techniques to build up a 'halo effect'. This has been described as 'one of the oldest and most widely known of psychological phenomena' (Nisbett and Wilson, 1977, p.250) . Its origins are attributed to the work of Thorndike (1920) , who noticed a tendency for soldiers who were rated positively on one or a small number of characteristics to be rated favourably overall. We consider whether the halo effect is pertinent in the context of assessments of REF2014 'Environment.' Thorndike (1920) argued that the halo effect represented a fundamental inability to resist the affective influence [that is, of feelings or emotions] in making global evaluations of specific attributes (Nisbett and Wilson, 1977) . Taylor (2011, p.14) This arises where a negative history 'sticks' to an organization (such as a university, or equally a UoA). Thorndike (1920) was well aware of this possibility. In developing his halo theory, he observed that soldiers who had an inferior overall rating were also more likely to be judged poorly on specific criteria -what he called the 'Devil Effect'. Much subsequent research has established that 'bad' experiences or impressions influence judgements much more than those deemed to be 'good' (Baumeister et al., 2001) . This suggests that once the 'velcro' or 'Devil' effects take hold they may be hard to escape, since more 'good' information is needed to compensate for the bad. Thus, reputation may be seen as an imaginative 'iron cage' that disciplines the observations and judgements of evaluation panels, despite their efforts to take an objective view.
Unlike 'Impact' case studies (where corroborating evidence was expected, and some auditing was undertaken), little supporting evidence was required in 'Environment' submissions. Where there was an absence of evidence in 'Impact' submissions, this 'meant that … quality of writing had a large effect' (Manville et al., 2015, p.xiv) . Given that 'Environment' narratives were longer than 'Impact' narratives, there is potential for writing quality to have an even larger effect in 'Environment' submissions, and for HEIs to use language-related techniques to manage their image.
REF2014 panellists were instructed to assess submissions based on the 'vitality' and 'sustainability' of the research 'Environment' (REF, 2012, p.77) . The Chair and Deputy-chair of the B&M panel have described how assessors awarded high scores to statements that 'evidence vitality' and 'sustainable plans' (Pidd and Broadbent, 2015, p.9) . These instructions were conveyed to HEIs at advisory workshops. They provided strong incentives for submissions to attempt to influence assessors by creating a good impression through language choice: for example, by being more appealing, more coherent, more 'reader friendly', and by asserting that their research environment was characterised by 'vitality' and 'sustainability.' If so, this has implications for understanding the extent to which gaming the system has (or can) become central to the whole exercise.
Research method
We HEIs could determine the length of any section (subject to their overall length limit).
Instructions to assessors reinforce the appropriateness of using an impression management lens. They were urged to apply two generic but vague criteria: 'vitality' and 'sustainability.' 4 They 'looked for clear evidence that [the submission was] feasible, well-considered and convincing' and that the UoA sounded 'like a great place to work, in which senior and junior researchers should thrive' (Pidd and Broadbent, 2015, p.7) . Despite this, there were no requirements to submit evidence of staff satisfaction or staff turnover. Assessors were directed to use quantitative information solely as a 'crude indicator of overall activity' because interpreting such statistics on a per capita/FTE basis 'was difficult and probably not meaningful' (Pidd and Broadbent, 2015, p.8, p.11) .
The results of assessments were reported simply: for example, for London Business School, 75 per cent of the submission was graded at 4*, 12.5 per cent at 3*, and 12. We ranked submissions according to their GPA score for 'Environment' (from best to worst). To resolve deadlocks from equal GPA scores, the higher(est) rank was assigned to HEIs submitting the larger(est) number of FTEs. Submissions of the top five HEIs were all scored at the 4* level (GPA = 4). They were ranked (in descending order), based on the FTE submitted (in parentheses), as follows: Lancaster (122), LSE (81), Cardiff (73) and Strathclyde (73), Cambridge (39). The lowest GPA of 0.625 was for York St John (7). Submissions were divided into quartile groups (designated Q1, Q2, Q3, Q4) based on the above ranking scheme (see Table   1 ). Q1 comprises the 24 highest ranked HEIs. Table 1 reports GPA for HEIs, whether a member of the Russell Group, and whether any staff served as a UoA19 assessor. Fourteen of the 24 Russell Group universities are in Quartile 1, six in Q2, and four (Glasgow, Bristol, Newcastle, Queen Mary) are in Q3. No Q4 university (and only Queen Mary in Q3) supplied an assessor. Fifteen of the 24 universities in Q1 did so. We analysed the submissions using the four methods described below.
Word choice
We compiled lists of synonyms for the two major assessment criteria of 'vitality' and 'sustainability' using Thesaurus.com. This yielded 44 words (or word stems) for 'vitality' and 11 for 'sustainability' (see Table 2 ). To accommodate differences in submission length, frequency counts were standardised by calibrating frequencies per 1000 words. We then compared the frequency of all synonyms across quartile groups. Our expectation was that the frequency of synonyms for 'vitality' and 'sustainability' would be significantly higher for Q1 than Q4. 
Style characteristics
We used the 'grammar and style check' of Microsoft Word to determine the incidence of passive voice and infelicities of style, such as 'long sentence' and 'wordiness', and grammatical errors. Our view was that these infelicities would impair readability and negatively affect assessor disposition. We defined an 'incoherence index' as the sum of the frequencies of these infelicities per 1000 words. We expected that Q1 universities would demonstrate a lower incoherence score than Q4 universities. Additionally, we explored the incidence of cliché and jargon. Our expectation was that Q1 universities would have a greater 'sensitivity' to the proprieties of language use and a lower frequency of clichés and jargon than for Q4 universities.
Keywords
Keywords were identified using WordSmith Tools 6 (Scott, 2012) . A log-likelihood calculation identified keywords that occurred significantly more often in Q1 submissions ('positive' keywords). We compared these with keywords that occurred significantly more often in Q4 submissions ('negative' keywords).
Close readings
We selected four submissions as case studies and read them closely to assess whether research strategies were ambitious, feasible and clearly articulated; whether staff development was a priority and linked to underlying research strategy; and whether researcher support mechanisms were described clearly. The close readings were intended to reinforce or contradict findings reported elsewhere -or to otherwise illuminate the research question. However, we draw attention to the contestable nature of close reading commentaries. Close readers have limited capacity to deal with a 'plurality of plausible explanations' (Ron, 2008, p. 291 ) that exist for the complex array of social and organizational matters they canvass, and to enter interpretations in an unbiased fashion. Thus, the commentaries we make should not be viewed necessarily as more definitive than other explanations.
Cardiff (GPA = 4, FTE = 73, Q1) was selected because of its keenness to improve its ranking in performance league tables 5 . Swansea (GPA= 3.125, FTE = 28, Q2) was chosen to explore how it could be assessed as 'a great [or even tolerable] place to work' given that 25 teaching staff resigned after a new Dean (Nigel Piercy, appointed July 2013) introduced controversial changes without consulting staff. Piercy's reign as Dean is alleged to have been 'toxic'; to feature an 'abrasive management style'; and to have engaged in 'gratuitously offensive' and 'puerile' diatribe against staff and students including that they were 'unpleasant and grubby little people' (http://waterfrontonline.co.uk/news/university-faces-toughquestions-as-piercy-resigns). Greenwich (GPA=1.75, FTE = 29, Q4) was chosen because it had an almost identical number of staff as Swansea, but fell in Q4, despite the absence of a 'toxic' management regime. Sunderland (GPA= 0.875, FTE = 5, Q4) was chosen to enable exploration of the characteristics of one of the lowest-scored submissions.
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Results

Synonyms for 'vitality' and 'sustainability'
The four most frequent synonyms for 'vitality' were 'strength*' (n = 594), 'driv*' (n = 157), 'force*' (n = 157), and 'vital*' (n =82). For Q1 and Q4, the average frequency per 1000 words of synonyms for vitality and sustainability are almost identical (vitality: 2.67 vs 2.63; sustainability: 6.97 vs 6.89). This indicates no obvious association between words conventionally connected to vitality and sustainability, and reported ratings of submissions. Given that Pidd and Broadbent (2015, p.9) acknowledge high scores were awarded to statements that 'evidence vitality and … sustainable plans', this suggests assessor judgements may have rewarded broader narrative style rather than be deceived by word choice, or have been influenced by their pre-conceptions of each HEI. A process of isomorphism seems evident. All universities seem likely to be aware of the need to employ linguistic tropes to signal vitality and sustainability. The situation could hardly be otherwise, given that this was so clearly signalled. The submissions of HEIs therefore coalesce around common linguistic forms for these issues, despite their actual practice differing substantially. Analysis of the clichés and jargon identified by Microsoft Word reveals an average incidence of 0.28 per 1000 words for Q2, Q3 and Q4. The frequency for Q1 (0.43) was 54% higher, suggesting that assessors perceived some clichés and jargon positively. We therefore constructed a set of 'superiority' clichés and jargon (see Table 5 ). These were considered likely to be used to assert a university's superiority and research excellence (e.g., expressions such as 'cutting edge'). than in Q4 (6.48 vs 4.79) . 'Prize' and 'world class' were used 370% and 300% respectively more frequently in Q1 than in Q4. Tables 4 and 5 reveal that Q1 submissions were less prone to incoherence (as defined here) and the use of passive voice. They were much more likely than Q4 submissions to trumpet superiority and excellence through clichés and jargon.
Style characteristics
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Keywords
Results were separated into the eight themes shown in the left hand column of Table 6 . One striking result is that 16 'self-reference' positive keywords were used in Q1 compared to three (generic) negative keywords in Q4. The reluctance of Q4 institutions to use specific self-reference keywords seems to reflect tacit acknowledgement of the lower power of their 'reputational brand.' Higher ranked institutions had an opposite perception of their brand value.
'Funding' terms linked to the UK Research Councils (ESRC, EPSRC, DTC, NIHR) stand out on the list of positive keywords, signalling superiority and quality. In contrast, no 'funding' keywords were significant in Q4 submissions. 'General positive' keywords reinforce the notion of supremacy: Q1 institutions used 'top' or 'major' while Q4 institutions used 'experienced' or 'active.' This is consistent with the increased frequency of superiority clichés (such as 'cutting edge') in Q1 submissions.
'Staff' keyword differences are less easy to interpret. Several simply reflect common names (at least three staff members named 'Walker' are referred to by Cardiff). The paucity of Professors (and even Doctors) among several Q4 submissions is reflected in a desire to acknowledge such titles. This practice is absent in the majority of Q1 submissions. Similarly, Q4 submissions were keener to state that staff had been 'appointed', 'invited' or were a 'reviewer.' Among better-ranked HEIs, such activities largely go unmentioned, since they are regarded as the norm.
The emphasis in many Q4 submissions on terms relating to student research (completions, doctorate) seems to have drawn attention to the relationship between FTEs submitted and PhD completions. Pidd and Broadbent (2015, p.8) affirmed that the 'panel was concerned that some submissions included far too many PhD enrolments for the number of staff included', and that such concerns 'typically led to a lower score.' This affirmation is corroborated by our finding of no statistically significant link between GPA score and PGR completions per FTE.
Manchester (Q1) reported 2.64 completions per FTE staff submitted (n = 122). In contrast, the University of South Wales (Q4) reported 13 completions per FTE (n = 3).
An apostrophe followed by 's' (that is, ''s'), was a positive keyword, used commonly in phrases such as 'the faculty's research.' Such use emphasises ownership of the research agenda by an organizational unit rather than an individual, and fosters a perception of inclusivity. The negative keyword 'will' is often used to refer to plans and activities that are presently unfulfilled -an interpretation supported by our close readings.
Overall, the positive keywords in Q1 submissions are consistent with a 'finished article' discourse. This is unsurprising given that these institutions were generally long-established.
The mean age of Q1 universities was 168 years, whereas for Q4 universities it was 26 years. Q4 submissions had a higher level of coyness and more of a 'we are developing' discourse.
Close reading
Overview. Cardiff's submission is characterised by a tone of active, forceful and forwardthinking confidence. Swansea highlights a 'consolidation of research' that has taken place 'under the leadership of a new Dean.' The submissions of Greenwich and Sunderland tend to offer aspirational mantras in lieu of hard data.
Greenwich gives the impression of an uphill struggle to establish a research culture, with stringent oversight necessary to guard against shirking. Its stress on systems and 'monitoring' is notably absent in submissions of long-established universities. Greenwich conveys weakness rather than strength. Sunderland begins with an obvious statement of weakness: of not entering the RAE in 2008 because of 'significant structural and managerial change for the faculty...' Its submission is high on ambition, but vague on details. Such a mixture seems unlikely to convince readers that organizational structures and strategies are in place to deliver the ambitious outcomes mentioned.
Research strategy. Cardiff claims that it 'aims to attain research excellence in breadth and depth … [and that] … research lies at the heart of the School's mission and strategy.' This claim is supported by details of 'research outputs', PhDs awarded, and prize-winning students. Cardiff identifies five key features of its research and provides convincing supporting detail, emphasising ongoing investment in recruitment, and links with university-wide research centres. Simultaneously, it highlights operational procedures (e.g., involving the doctoral programme).
Swansea affirms the 'School's vision is to be a research-led, internationally focused centre of excellence capable of supporting and sustaining research of the highest calibre.' This 'vision' will be achieved through promoting a 'strong, collegiate research environment' and committing strategically to 'attract and retain talented research-active staff and research students.' Swansea is aspirational in declaring it will deliver further increases in publications in leading journals, higher citation rates and more research funding. But it does not specify how these increases will be achieved -in contrast to Cardiff. It vaguely affirms that making 'internationalization central to the School's research strategy' will be achieved by commitment to 'invest in new strategic partnerships in … India, China and Africa.' One wonders whether such 'aspirational' (but imprecise) commitments carried much weight with assessors.
Greenwich's claims seem feasible, but not ambitious: for example, the pledge to increase 'the proportion of staff research active (the publication of at least one output at 1* or above each year) to 75% by 2017.' Much is made of the prospect that research groups will achieve publication ambitions and secure increased research and enterprise income of 10% annually.
There is repeated reference to staff research activity being 'monitored' and to research active statements encourage authors to conceal weaknesses where possible, despite the likelihood they will be known to assessors. Swansea was well-rated (equal 26 th ) despite widespread public knowledge of its 'toxic' workplace environment, contrary to the 'velcro' effect.
Greenwich was probably unwise to signal that the 'inevitable result of success' was a staff exodus. The 'bad is stronger than good' effect suggests that it would then take many more positive achievements to offset the effects of this information (Baumeister et al., 2001) . If
Greenwich really was 'such a great place to work', why would successful staff leave? It is equally unwise, from the standpoint of impression management, to signal spending 'a considerable amount on the development of academic staff (£61.6K in 2012/13)' when the amount is barely £2,000 per FTE submitted. Sunderland indicates upheaval and a 'number of structural changes' in 2012/13, and a 'significant development' of research staff since 2011.
However, it fails to elaborate. Sunderland emphasises the need to recruit staff with doctorates.
It provides biographies of the staff submitted to REF2014 -something not requested in the assessment criteria (REF2012, p.75) -and therefore information of dubious value.
Research income, infrastructure and facilities. Cardiff highlights its attainment of £10.4 million in research income, placing it in the top quartile of Russell Group universities for total income and average income per FTE. It is clear that research income generation is an important priority.
Swansea's major successes are highlighted (e.g., PhD programme growth). However, this is the only 'Environment' submission that credits a named Dean explicitly for effecting a 'transformation' (implying a major advance on an unsatisfactory past). This suggests a topdown managerialist approach. It seems inadvisable to associate claims of progress so closely with one senior manager, particularly one whose appointment is recent. This would appear to torpedo any claim that a successful and sustainable research environment existed before his arrival. Moreover, the Dean left the university by mutual agreement in July 2015. The Swansea submission exaggerated his achievements and attempted to conceal the problems his tenure created.
Greenwich highlights three examples of staff successes in income generation but does not disclose actual figures. Given the entire section comprises barely half a page (353 words compared to Swansea's 829 words), the impression is that Greenwich did not have much to offer researchers in terms of income, infrastructure and facilities. Sunderland presents a relatively lengthy discussion of research students and describes the support they receive to 'ensure that their work is of the appropriate standard.' No hard data are offered on numbers, enrolments, or completion rates. No details of research income are provided, suggesting there was none to report.
Collaboration and contribution.
Cardiff details many contributions of staff to the discipline ─ through editorships, membership of editorial boards, participation in academic and professional bodies, and high-profile research collaborations. Swansea adopts a similar strategy, but offers fewer examples. Greenwich emphasises that 'staff participate', 'staff collaborate', and 'staff support.' However, it does not elaborate, apart from naming five Visiting Professors and Fellows. Sunderland replicates sentences used in its 'People' sub-section and lists the journal publications of each of its five submitted staff members. However, the quality of the journals cited does not inspire confidence that Sunderland can transition to an 'internationally renowned research centre'.
Summary. The highest ranked submission, Cardiff, is distinguished by its sense of activity, and the specific steps it identifies to realise strategy. Although Cardiff offers a compelling story, questions should be raised about whether a Business School which does not include a large proportion of its eligible staff in REF2014 is really such a 'great place to work'. Impression management is evident in the lack of explicit consideration of 'problems' by Cardiff and Swansea -even when manifestly obvious. Swansea puts a positive spin on high levels of resignations, describing them euphemistically as a 'transformation' in staffing. Greenwich and Sunderland attempted to hide shortcomings (e.g. Sunderland's low Ph.D completions, Greenwich's low research income). Thus, the submission writers seem keen to conceal whatever difficulties they can, and to bluster their way through the rest. It is difficult to accept that submission narratives can convey an accurate picture of whether an institution is 'a great place to work.' They are more akin to a process of self-certification that is distorted by obfuscation and systematic exaggeration of achievements.
Discussion
The impression management potential afforded to HEIs in research evaluation exercises (and specifically in the 'Environment' component of REF2014) has been largely ignored. This is surprising given the financial benefits ensuing. 10 Lancaster (122.38 FTE) scored a GPA of 4 under 'Environment', triggering a payment of almost £620,000 in the academic year 2015/6 for this element of REF2014. Cardiff's selective approach (72.6 FTE) still delivered an 'Environment' return of about £360,000 in 2015/6. Swansea submitted 27.9 FTE, received a GPA of 3.125, and were rewarded with just over £57,000. In contrast, Greenwich submitted 0.8 more FTE (28.7) than Swansea, obtained a GPA of 1.75, and received only about £4,500.
The rewards for higher-ranked 'Environment' submissions are clearly substantial.
There are some distinctively different language-related characteristics between highranked submissions and low-ranked submissions. Higher ranked institutions have:
 a much lower incidence of passive voice  a much lower index of incoherence  a much stronger use of 'superiority' clichés and self-referential keywords  a 'finished article' discourse rather than a 'we are developing discourse'; and  a tendency to cite specifics rather than generalities to support arguments.
We found no differences between high-ranked and low-ranked universities in terms of frequency of synonyms for 'vitality' and 'sustainability, despite clear instructions to the assessing panel in this regard. Our supposition is that since the need for such synonyms was so clearly communicated, they were widely employed across the sector, irrespective of whether they bore much relationship to reality. Given that assessments of research 'Environment' also consider 'how good' a place is to work, we suggest that levels of staff turnover be considered. Excessive staff turnover is an indicator of discontent and a useful proxy for the quality of a work environment (Mobley, 1979) . However, it has not featured directly in evaluation of research environment. Nor have indicators of how staff feel about their work environments. This is despite mounting evidence that a growing culture of audit, targets and rankings has generated immense pressure on academics, perhaps particularly within business schools (Craig et al., 2014) . It has produced research environments in which journal of publication is more important than content (Butler and Spoelstra, 2017) . The conclusion of Gabriel (2010, p.769 ) is apt: 'I doubt that there are many professions whose members are so relentlessly subjected to measurement, criticism and rejection as academics, exposing them to deep insecurities regarding their worth, their identity and their standing.' Such dynamics do not help the production of useful, meaningful ideasdriven research (Alvesson et al., 2017) . We therefore suggest incorporating measures of staff satisfaction into assessments of research environment. Do academics feel supported in their research? Or do they feel harassed, stressed and over-burdened by a proliferation of performance targets? These are critical issues, and it is sensible and feasible to measure them.
Policy implications
Preferably, any staff satisfaction survey would be conducted by an independent authority, such as HECFE, and not by institutions themselves -and be at the UoA level rather than the university level to avoid disadvantaging well-run UoAs in poorly-run universities. As is the case with surveys of student satisfaction (e.g. the National Student Survey in the UK) there is an obvious risk of game playing. Survey respondents could be pressured to report more positive attitudes than they feel to avoid damaging an institution's brand. The steps taken to minimise this risk with students could be adopted here as well. Stern (2016) has recommended that all staff now be included, with a minimum of two publications but a maximum of six. However, this will not remove the problems discussed here. All staff may now be included, but only as a multiplier to determine the total number of outputs to be submitted. Institutions are still likely to evaluate outputs, perhaps continuing to rely heavily on the Chartered Association of Business Schools'
Academic Journal Guide -a practice widely criticised (e.g. Tourish and Willmott, 2015) . Game playing would remain, and consume precious institutional resources. For example, a UoA may decide that Dr Y should be submitted with six publications deemed to be 4*, but Dr X should be submitted with none, since these are deemed to be 3 or below. In this scenario, individual academics could be rewarded handsomely for producing up to six 4* papers. Those that 'fail'
to do so could still be penalised, for example, by being moved to teaching-only contracts.
Complex systems for scrutinising outputs would remain. The 'Environment' would suffer from divisions between academic colleagues and the alienating effects of performance measurement systems.
This problem could be ameliorated if the average number of outputs required remained at two, but the maximum was reduced from six to four. An additional benefit is that while academics would still focus much of their efforts on the needs of the REF, they would also be freer to pursue a research agenda driven more by their own intrinsic interests -for example, by publishing papers that required longer gestation times, and even publishing books. Our suggestion here would help to prevent REF research 'Environment' exercises remaining an obsession that, paradoxically, harms the research environment it is attempting to evaluate.
We should not place excess faith in metric-driven analyses of 'Environment' and highlystructured templates. The latter will risk compressing heterogeneous activities, strengths and weaknesses, into bland and rigid snapshots of the research 'Environment.'. Unintentionally, such analyses can disguise actual variations in institutions. We need to draw out the differences between institutions, and explore more deeply the 'Environment' narratives that are expected to be disclosed. To do this, it would be beneficial to specify how we conceive an ideal research 'Environment'. Should such an 'Environment' be conceived as having desirable features other than those touted currently? Should they include the promotion of creativity and the tolerance of risk-taking?
The way ahead A variety of strategies is being deployed in narratives to inflate successes and downplay problems. HEIs with an established reputation are attempting to take advantage of the halo effect -that is, capitalise on assessors' existing knowledge of their positive position, by playing to their preconceptions. Those with poor reputations attempt to escape the velcro effect -a more difficult task given the exaggerated potency of negative information in shaping perceptions. Swansea scored well in its Environment submission, despite a growing reputation for aggressive management by its Dean. The assessor panel evidently concluded that other strengths compensated for this problem.
The findings we report should attract the attention of policy makers who are dedicated to ensuring that future research assessment is 'fit for purpose' and that 'research funding is allocated more efficiently' (Stern Review, 2016, p.3] ). If the findings are generalizable to a broader catchment of UoAs (as we believe) 14 this should prompt stronger effort to devise better ways of assessing research 'Environment' across all disciplinary boundaries.
The ambient research environment in HEIs is critical to fostering research of service to society. However, attempts to evaluate 'Environment' seem prone to distort what they are trying to evaluate. There is a strong argument for assessment of 'Environment' to be refocused, given widespread acceptance that 'publicly-funded universities should be accountable for what they do and for whether they provide graduates and research of service to society' (Craig et al., 2014, p.2) . It should be a matter of considerable public debate whether public funds are expended on future exercises conducted in the form of the REF2014 assessment of research 'Environment.' A strong case can be made that continued assessment of research 'Environment' (as in REF2014) will simply 'homogenise' universities and 'irreparably harm
[…] the creative paradoxes (see Marginson, 2010 ) that sustain the public university' (Craig et al., 2014, p. 20) . Further dialogue beyond that offered by Wilsdon et al. (2015) and Stern (2016) is needed to clarify how research in individual universities articulates with, and contributes to, the overall role of the public university system. Model 2 is statistically acceptable. Relevant tests confirm it does not suffer from heteroscedasticity or multicollinearity (all Tolerances were above 0.6, and VIF below 2). Menard (1995) suggests that Tolerance should be above 0.2 and VIF below 10 to avoid multicollinearity problems. This was not the case in Model 1 (FTE has a Tolerance = 0.15 and VIF = 6.63; Income has a Tolerance = 0.13 and VIF 7.95, while PGR has a Tolerance = 0.15, VIF = 6.77). 
